In many studies, group discussion has been observed to foster riskiness (Kogan & Wallach, 1967) . However, in some studies (e.g., Myers, Murdoch, & Smith, in press; Vidmar, in press), group discussion fostered caution. Most studies have employed choice dilemma items (Kogan & Wallach, 1964 , Appendix E) on which S makes judgments of risk. After individual judgments on the items, Ss form groups to discuss their judgments. A shift is defined by the difference between the mean risk level of individual judgments and the mean after group discussion. A positive difference indicates a risky shift, while a negative difference indicates a cautious shift.
The most widely accepted of the current explanations of shift are based on the hypothesis that risky shift occurs when risk is culturally valued, and cautious shift occurs when caution is valued (Nordh~y, 1962) . A definition of value in terms of initial judgment means has been proposed because of a significant relationship between initial judgment mean on an item and the mean amount of risky shift (Myers, 1967; Teger & Pruitt, 1967) . Brown (1965) has suggested, and Levinger & Schneider (1969 ), Stoner (1968 , Wallach & Wing (1968) have confirmed, that many people mistakenly believe they are higher than their peers on the value engaged. One function of discussion is to provide information that exposes the mistaken beliefs. Hence, mere information about other people's judgments may stimulate shifts. Wallach & Kogan (1965) tested the Psychon. Sci., 1970, Vol. 20 (2) information exchange hypothesis by having groups display their judgments (without discussion) until consensus was achieved. No significant shifts were observed. However, Teger & Pruitt (1967) I n this experiment, the minimal sufficient conditions for an information-exchange effect were provided-no discussion and one round of information exchange.
SUBJECTS AND MATERIALS Females in introductory psychology classes at the University of Iowa chose to participate as a way of satisfying a course requirement. There were 10 five-person and 4 four-person information-exchange groups and 5 five-person and 5 four-person control groups.
The three cautious and the three risky items of Experiment 1 (Myers, Murdoch, & Smith, in press) were used. Previous research has shown that discussion reliably results in the shift specified for the items. A sample cautious item is presented below. Betty, a newlywed, has been informed by her physician that a heart ailment makes it inadvisable for her to have children. Having been an only child, Betty had always hoped to raise a large family herself. The physician suggests that a delicate medical operation could be attempted which, if successful, would completely relieve the heart condition. But its success could not be assured and, in fact, the operation might prove fatal.
Imagine that you are advising Betty. Listed below are several probabilities or odds that the operation will prove successful.
PLEASE CHECK THE LOWEST PROBABILITY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER ACCEPT ABLE FOR THE OEPRATION TO BE PERFORMED.
The chances are 0 in 10 that the --operation will be a success (i.e., the operation is certain not to be a success). __ The chances are 1 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 2 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 3 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 4 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 5 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 6 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 7 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 8 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 9 in 10 that the operation will be a success. __ The chances are 10 in 10 that the operation will be a success (Le., the operation is certain to be a success). PROCEDURE The Ss were seated around a rectangular table, and E distributed the initial questionnaire containing instructions and the items (in random order for each group). After completing the questionnaires, Ss were assigned to the information exchange or the control condition.
In the information-exchange condition, E distributed new questionnaries and 4 x 6 cards (10.16 x 21.24 cm). He then read instructions for exchanging information. The first S was requested to display her initial judgment on a card. The second S was then requested to display her judgment and so on. After the last S had displayed her initial judgment on an item, Ss were asked to make another judgment on it. They were reminded that in making their final judgments they were not bound in any way by their initial judgments. The Ss indicated their final judgments before continuing to the next item. Information exchange was begun with a different S on each item.
In the control condition, E distributed new questionnaires. He then read instructions requesting Ss to reconsider their initial judgments without feeling bound by them. RESULTS Tab Ie 1 presents the mean initial judgments and the mean shift on risky and cautious items for the two conditions. The prediction from the information-exchange hypothesis is a greater risky shift on risky items and a greater cautious shift on cautious items in the information exchange than in the control condition. An analysis The obtained differences in shifts on risky and cautious items were greater for the control than for the information exchange condition (Table 1) .
reasons for moving toward the cultural value of an item (Brown, 1965) . The finding of significant shifts in the control condition replicated a previous finding (Myers, Murdoch, & Smith, in press). It reiterates the suggestion that investigators use group data as a baseline for evaluating the additional effects of experimental treatments involving groups. In risky shift research it is customary to use t tests to determine if mean shifts differ from zero (Table 1) . According to the information·exchange hypothesis, there should be a cautious shift on cautious items and a risky shift on risky items in the information exchange condition but not in the control condition. Only limited support was found for the hypothesis. In the information condition there were supporting trends (p < .10) on one risky item, one cautious item, and on the mean of cautious items. Moreover, in the control condition there were unexpected significan t shifts (p < .05 or better) on two risky items, the mean of risky items, and one cautious item.
White noise, instructions, and two-flash fusion with two signal-detection procedures DISCUSSION The information·exchange hypothesis concerning shift was directly tested by providing minimal sufficient conditions for exchange of information concerning others' initial judgments. The data replicated the previous Wallach & Kogan (! 965) Recent papers indicate a relationship between physiological measures of "arousal" and two·flash fusion threshold (TFF), or show changes in IFF under manipulated "arousal" conditions or differences in TFF between groups defined according to "arousal" hypotheses (Venables. 1963a; Rose. 1966 ' Horn & Venables, 1964 Hieatt & Tong, 1969 
